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DETAILED ACTION 

Claims 1-17 are pending and have been examined. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Gibbons et al. (USPN 6,412,019) in view of Shepherd et al, "The Visual Programmer" 
(October 1997). 

In regard to claim 1, Gibbons disclosed the limitations: 

♦ A computer-implemented method for implementing a hierarchy of interfaces 
(Figures 3 and 4; column 3, lines 24-30; column 6, lines 25-35), comprising: 
♦ defining a hierarchy of interfaces, wherein an interface at a lowest level of 
the hierarchy inherits from an interface at the highest level of the hierarchy 
(Figure 4); 

Gibbons did not explicitly state component object model interfaces; template classes 
associated with the hierarchy; and instantiating the second template class with an 
interface as a template parameter. Shepherd demonstrated that it was known at the 
time of invention to use COM, component object model, for interfaces (page 1 of 1 1 , 
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first paragraph), template classes associated with the hierarchy (page 9 of 1 1 , second 
code segment; template class shown by instantiating class with templates and using 
interface calls, "Idispatchlmpl") and inheriting from other template classes (page 9 of 1 1 , 
second code segment; inheritance operation using classes taking template parameters) 
and an interface template parameter (page 9 of 1 1 , second code segment). It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to implement 
Gibbons' hierarchy of interfaces with a COM base and a templating ability as found in 
Shepherd's teaching, thus developing an inheritance interface system, which is 
parameterized with templates. This implementation would have been obvious because 
one of ordinary skill in the art would be motivated to provide a system utilizing COM as it 
is well known (and especially useful in the Microsoft world) and utilizing templates as 
they produce code which is very extensible while at the same time reducing bloated 
code. 

In regard to claim 2, Gibbons and Shepherd disclosed the limitation wherein the 
second template class inherits directly from the first template class (inherent to the 
concepts of inheritance disclosed above in the references). 

In regard to claim 3, Gibbons and Shepherd disclosed the limitation wherein the 
second template class inherits indirectly from the first template class (inherent to the 
concepts of inheritance disclosed above in the references). 
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In regard to claim 4, Gibbons and Shepherd disclosed the limitation further comprising 
defining a plurality of intermediate classes in a inheritance arrangement, one of the 
intermediate classes inheriting from the first template class, and the second template 
class inheriting from another one of the intermediate classes (inherent to the concepts 
of inheritance disclosed above in the references). Gibbons and Shepherd did not 
teach single inheritance explicitly. Official Notice is taken that it was known at the time 
of invention to use single inheritance. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of invention to implement Gibbons and Shepherd with single 
inheritance as is well known in the art. This implementation would have been obvious 
because one of ordinary skill in the art would be motivated to make use of a simpler 
type of inheritance to avoid programming difficulties resulting in ambiguities of 
inheritance. 

In regard to claim 5, Gibbons and Shepherd disclosed the limitation wherein one or 
more of the intermediate classes are template classes (inherent to the concepts of 
inheritance disclosed above in the references; template classes are shown, and 
inheritance often involves a chain of inheritances). 

In regard to claim 6, Gibbons and Shepherd disclosed the limitation further comprising 
defining an intermediate class, the intermediate class inheriting from the first template 
class, and the second template class inheriting from the intermediate class (inherent to 
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the concepts of inheritance disclosed above in the references; template classes are 
shown, and inheritance often involves a chain of inheritances). 

In regard to claim 7, Gibbons and Shepherd disclosed the limitation wherein the 
intermediate class is a template class (inherent to the concepts of inheritance disclosed 
above in the references; template classes are shown, and inheritance often involves a 
chain of inheritances). 

In regard to claim 8, Gibbons and Shepherd disclosed the limitation wherein the 
interface provided as the template parameter is an interface at the lowest level of the 
hierarchy (inherent to the concepts of inheritance disclosed above in the references; 
template classes are shown, and inheritance often involves a chain of inheritances). 

In regard to claim 9, Gibbons and Shepherd disclosed the limitations, further 
comprising: 

♦ extending the hierarchy of component object model interfaces to include a 
new interface defined at the lowest level of the hierarchy, wherein the new 
interface inherits from the interface at the highest level of the hierarchy; 

♦ defining a third template class that inherits from the first template class and is 
associated with the new interface defined at the lowest level of the hierarchy; 
and 
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♦ instantiating the third template class with the new interface as a template 
parameter. 

These limitations are met essentially the same as above for the second template class 
noted in claim 1's rejection. 

In regard to claim 10, Gibbons and Shepherd disclosed the limitation, further 
comprising defining ActiveX Template Library interface maps in the first template class 
and in the second template class, respectively (Gibbons: page 1 of 1 1 , first paragraph, 
ATL which includes ActiveX Template Library interface maps). 

In regard to claims 11-15, the limitations correspond to those found in claims 1-10 and 
are rejected in the same manner. 

In regard to claim 16, the limitations correspond to claims 1 and 2 and as such are 
rejected now in the same manner as claims 1 and 2 above. 

In regard to claim 17, the limitations correspond to claim 16 and as such are rejected 
now in the same manner. 

Response to Arguments 

3. Applicant's arguments filed 23 January 2004 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. Applicant argued: 0 Gibbons and Sh pherd failed to demonstrate 
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the combined limitations of claim 1, including template class associated with a 
component object model interface; component object model interface at a lowest level 
in the hierarchy and an associated second template class; and a template parameter in 
the instantiation of the second template class] n) there is no motivation to combine 
Gibbons and Shepherd; 1,0 lack of inherency for various claims; and lv) that the cited 
prior art fails to demonstrate interface maps (in regard to claim 10). Each of these 
issues is incorrect and will be discussed below. 

As to the first issue, Shepherd illustrated a template class associated with a 
component object model interface (page 9 of 1 1, second code segment). Applicant 
admits the cited class includes template parameters (page 5 of amendment received on 
23 January 2004, last paragraph). In the cited portion of Shepherd, the class 
CApartmentOb is the template class by the fact of the template parameters following it. 
"Associated" (a rather broad term) with that class is the COM interface found in lines 
"public IDispatchlmpKIApartmentOb, &IID_CApartmentOb, &LIBID_DLLSVRLib>". As 
to the additional limitations, the combined references disclosed also: "component object 
model interface at the lowest level in the hierarchy" (interfaces are shown to exist in 
hierarchy, Gibbons); "and an associated second template class" (Shepherd illustrated 
a first template class as discussed; additional template classes are based upon the 
same citing as software is implemented using any number of classes and thus template 
classes). Finally, "a template parameter in the instantiation of the second template 
class" is shown by Sh pherd's implementation of parameters in template classes in 
general. 
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As to the second issue, there is motivation as previously described to combine 
Gibbons and Shepherd. The motivation is simply that templates allow for extending 
software flexibility and extensibility and are known (as demonstrated by the prior art of 
record), thus one of ordinary skill in the art would be motivated to implement a hierarchy 
of object oriented interfaces (as disclosed by the prior art) with template 
parameterization. This is the motivation for combining Gibbons and Shepherd. 

As to the third issue, that which was stated as inherent previously is inherent. 
Applicant broadly refutes this without citing specific examples. Thus, for expediency, 
only one inherency example will be discussed here. Claim 2 recites, wherein the 
second template class inherits directly from the first template class. This is inherent in 
so much as object oriented classes (discussed by both Gibbons and Shepherd) inherit 
from each other in various configurations. Inheriting from one class or another is basic 
programming knowledge fundamental to object oriented programming. Furthermore, as 
discussed by the previous claim 1, the first and second template classes are disclosed 
by the combined prior art. The issue of directly is merely a function of how deep the 
classes are within the hierarchy (also shown by the cited prior art). Thus, claiming a 
known class, inherits directly from another known class is inherent. The other claims 
rejected under inherency will be found to have similar supporting arguments. 

As to the fourth issue, Shepherd does disclose interface maps (though without 
explicitly notation). Interface maps are a part of ATL, ActiveX Template Library. 
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The above arguments are believed to address all of Applicant's concerns 
regarding specific claims and all additional claims. As such, the rejections are 
maintained. 



Conclusion 

4. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, 
Kakali Chaki can be reached on (703)305-9662. The fax phone numbers for the organization where this 
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for After Final communications. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding should be 
directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703)305-3900. 

William H. Wood 
March 23, 2004 




KAKAUCHAK9 
SUPERVISOR? PATENT EXAMIMBR 
TECHNOLOGY CENTER 21 00 



